THE LOCAL ORIGIN OF THE KHABUR WARE FROM UPPER MESOPOTAMIA by POLIS Duraid S.
The origin of khabur ware is stil one of the debatable questions which is under consideration 
of scientific research. Many opinions emerged dealing with this subject in detail,1) one of them 
indicates the local origin from Upper Mesopotamia.2) It focused on the geographical area of the Upper 
Mesopotamia describing it as a local producer in which the potery of earlier periods can be traced 
in this region, especialy in terms of form and decoration. Chorles Burney is the first researcher to 
introduce this opinion without giving any important evidence about it [Oguchi 2001: p. 78]. From 
her part, the researcher (Daina L. Stein) supported this view through what is put forward in one of 
her articles, which confirmed that “the primary atribute that distinguishes Khabur ware is coloring and 
the intermingling of incised and relief design. Chronologicaly, these examples fal within the period 
of Khabur ware and, stylisticaly the may be considered transitional between the earlier incised and 
relief wares and Khabur ware” [Stein 1984: p. 22], which can be discerned in Tel Chagar Bazar, 
Tel Bila, Tel Brak and Tel Rimah. So the Khabur ware is considered as a ware characterized 
with the local development in Upper Mesopotamia, its origins can be traced to the ages of the oldest 
potery, especialy Akkadian potery and Third Dynasty of Ur eras and the ware of Isin-Larsa as 
wel. Stein stated that this claim was not sudden or radical, but was based on the existence of a 
continuation of the tradition of ware from earlier periods3) [Stein 1984: p. 26]. These types of ware 
are al of origin which goes back to industries in Southern Mesopotamia found in many archaeological 
sites in Upper Mesopotamia as wel, which is one of the important archaeological sites of the Khabur 
ware (1900–1400 B.C. or shortly thereafter). Knowing that the cultural heritage of the civilization 
of Mesopotamia is characterized by the existence of forms drawn and painted ware very common 
since Hassuna period (sixth milennium B.C.), represented by the typical Hassuna standard painted 
potery [Lloyd, Safar and Braidwood 1945: p. 279f], down to the Ninevite v painted potery. The 
later is considered as the most prominent type of potery in Upper Mesopotamia at the beginning 
of the third milennium B.C., so we wil have a number of comparisons between Ninevite v potery 
(3000–2500 B.C.) and Khabur ware, because some vessels are with painted decoration, which is 
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 1) Since the discovery of the khabur ware in the first decades of the last century, scholars did their best to study the origin of this 
kind of potery. Three opinions appeared dealing with this subject besides another fourth one which is the main topic of our research. 
These opinions are: eastern origin, western origin and northern origin. Each one of these three opinions contains many diferent 
suggestions about its first appearance presented by many researchers and scholars who depended upon the Similarities and diferences 
between the khabur ware and the poteries of this region. It is worth mentioning that the researcher (Heromich Oguchi) colected 
these opinions in an article published in Al-Rafidan journal [Oguchi 2001].
 2) We think that the term (North Mesopotamia) is highly limited and does not contain the geographical region in question. It refers 
to the geographical region of the north of Iraq nowadays. We have noticed that the Geographical spread of Khabur ware in extends 
to a wide area namely the north of Iraq and the Khabur at the extreme northwest of Syria. These two regions are the main distribution 
zone of the Khabur ware. The Khabur region is geographicaly and historicaly a natural extension of Mesopotamia and so do not 
be separated from the geography of ancient Mesopotamia. We can metaphoricaly say that “the Khabur is the daughter and 
Mesopotamia is the mother”, and the tangled ties between mother and daughter, and the link between them deep-rooted. For this 
reason, we wil change the term (North Mesopotamia) to be (Upper Mesopotamia) to include al this region. It is important to say 
that this term is firstly used by the author of the article in: [Polis 2011].
 3) In this explanation, I depended on what was published by Stein and I gave new examples from some archaeological sites not mentioned 
by Stein especialy the article of the later preceeded the publication of the results of the excavation in many archaeological sites 
namely in Mosul Dam Project, North Jazerah salvage project, Khabur river region and south of Turkey. It can be said that Stein 
tackled the subject laconicaly in spite of its importance.
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considered as the latest painted model in the third milennium B.C. in Upper Mesopotamia, and 
then the incised and relief types became common until the beginning of the second milennium 
B.C., the date of the emergence of Khabur ware, the later is the new return of painted potery after 
a break of a long time lasted for several centuries, especialy since we have said that many of the 
ideas of decorative elements implemented at Ninevite v potery re-implemented at the Khabur ware. 
As wel as the similarity of the geographical extension of areas in the Upper Mesopotamia (see Fig. 
1). Many archaeological sites in this region contained layers setlement for both models proving 
the existence of continuity in the tradition of potery concerning the general form of vessels and 
decorative elements, it is not only from the potery of late third milennium B.C., but from the early 
potery of the third milennium B.C. in Upper Mesopotamia, a Ninevah v potery, to confirm the 
originality of Khabur ware from this region and this is what we aspire to reach in the folowing 
pages of our research.
Comparison between the Khabur Ware with Ninevite v potery
Ninevite v Potery appeared in four types or forms: the simple type, the incised or excised type and 
the painted type. What concerns us basicaly in this study is the painted Ninevite v potery then 
the incised or excised, which we wil talk about in some detail to demonstrate the most decorative 
elements and compare them with those of Khabur ware, beginning with the general shape of vessels 
and then deepening more decorative aspect.
A - The general shape
The Ninevite v jars is common and this kind represents large spherical and oval shape, which we 
find similar ones in the Khabur ware jars (compare Pl. I: [1–2] with [14–15]; compare Pl. I: [3] 
with [16]). The same thing is said of bowls of diferent sizes, whether with carinated-sides (compare 
Pl. I: [4] with [17]), or those with curved body (compare Pl. I: [5] with [18]). There are also some 
similarities between the beakers of Khabur ware and the beakers of Ninevite v potery with thick 
basis, which is found along the largest in Ninevite v potery (compare Pl. I: [6] with [19]).
B - Decoration
With regard to the decorative inscriptions of Ninevite v potery, we can distinguish some similarities 
between this and the Khabur ware. The former like the second, monochromatic [Al-Jumaily 2006: 
p. 19; Polis 2011: p. 105], common in the Ninevite v painted potery a geometric, animal and plant 
decoration on an end either, while the decoration of animal and plant are of less application in Khabur 
ware at the expense of implementation vogue of geometric decoration [Polis 2011: pp. 105–109], 
which may appear in both models as horizontal bands revolves around the vessels. The Ninevite 
v potery is reflected in a lot of vessels with Khabur ware, while the poter has decoration on the 
top of the vessels in both models, while the lower part of the vessels may not be painted or it is a simple 
decoration, the later concerns Ninevite v potery [Al-Jumaily 2006: p. 19].
As we mentioned that the decoration of scenes of animal are common in Ninevite v potery, 
they contain numbers of deer and goats with curved horns and long necks that looks like girafes, 
and waterfowls which feature a long necks as wel (see Pl. I: 20–23). In the Khabur ware, the poters 
have returned to the application of same animal shapes, but depending on the diferent idea of 
implementation. It is common in the animal decoration of Khabur ware the flocks birds which 
show a long necks often depicting curved head and sometimes with a long tail and wide eyes. Such 
a thing is not found in the Ninevite v potery (compare Pl. I: [7–10] with [20–21]), also involved 
both models Ninevite v potery and Khabur ware, the existence of goats with curved horns, but the 
goats in Khabur ware have shorter necks (compare Pl. I: [11–12] with [22–23]).
The way in which it is done is to fil in the blanks located behind the long necks of animals 
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drawn and processed with seconds paintings taking the shape of feathers, ovals and buterflies [Abboud 
1977: p. 20], while there is no such thing in Khabur ware (compare Pl. I: [9] with [22]). Another 
feature we observe in Ninevite v potery is a lack of paintings of human forms, which are very few 
in Khabur ware (see Pl. I: 11 and 13).
With regard to color, the Ninevite v poters relied on the gloomy black to greenish black, brown-
black and dark red [Abboud 1977: p. 20], while in Khabur ware Don’t exceed brown, red and black 
ones to diferent degrees [Polis 2011: p. 109].
The last decorative kind has to be talked about in more detail, namely geometric decoration, which 
it can express the similarities between the two models of potery. The geometric drawings that 
share them is zigzags lines, solid triangles and other with hatch or cross-hatch within those triangles, 
triangles opposite the head, either verticaly or horizontaly, similar forms of fan-like, checker board, 
rhombic and colored circles. We should bear in mind that the horizontal bands are often the most 
important feature in decorative of Khabur ware (compare Pl. I: [1–11] with [12–22]).
The painted Ninevite v potery preceeded the incised type, though the later type made the 
evolution of type I. The shapes of their common features reinforce this assumption which is confirmed 
by archaeological excavations that took place in several locations belonging to Ninevite v, and its 
predecessor, we find the resemblance to the application of some decorative elements between Khabur 
ware and the other one (compare Pl. II: [1–9] with [10–19]). We may find resonance of these 
decorations in the incised type in the potery model which appeared later duration, namely potery 
of the late third milennium B.C. by which Khabur ware must has been influenced to a large extent.4) 
Particularly since many of the archaeological sites belonging to the Khabur ware contained in their 
inner parts layers of the era of Ninevite v and the last centuries of the third milennium B.C. such 
as Tel Brak and Tel Kuyunjik in the city of Nineveh and other archaeological sites. It can be shown 
that the Khabur ware is made by poters of Upper Mesopotamia who inherited creativity and 
craftsmanship from fathers and grandfathers depending on inherited civilized ancient age thousands 
years ago, with the particularities with respect to this industry for each geographical region in 
Mesopotamia and in every period.
Comparison between Khabur ware with the late third milennium B.C., Isin-Larsa and old 
Babylonian potery
A - The general shape5)
The long jars are the first forms of jars that prevailed in the late third milennium B.C., they are 
characterized by its upper part which is leaning inward, and the example that we are dealing with 
came to us from Tel Taya (level VI) belonging to the Akkadian period, There is a great similarity 
with Khabur ware jars such as the jars of Tel Rimah, particularly with regard to the short neck and 
outurned rim. The first was with a convex base, while showing the base in the second as ring-base 
(compare Pl. IV: [1] with [22]). But the spherical and oval shapes are the most common, from the 
first type there are examples of both models that are largely similar among them (compare Pl. IV: 
[2] with [23]). The second type is the oval shape: the excavations have revealed large numbers of 
them, especialy in Tel Brak, dating back to the Akkadian period onwards, mostly with necks shorter 
than that found in Khabur ware (compare Pl. IV: [3] with [24]).
We notice the similarity and uniformity also in the form of beakers between the potery of the 
late third milennium B.C. and the species potery that ensued and between Khabur ware, the first 
 4) Speiser has already noticed this during his excavations in Tel Bela (1930), there is a continuity and similarity with respect to the 
decorative aspects in the seventh level (Ninevite v Potery) and the fourth level (Khabur ware) [Speiser 1933: p. 256].
 5) Stein tackled this subject very laconicaly, for more details see: (Stein 1984).
of these Beakers is arched-sides (hemispherical), and the examples that we’ve got from Tel Brak 
due mostly to the Akkadian period (2334–2193 B.C.) up to the late stage of it and beyond.6) It is 
characterized by having flat-base or disc-base, and these types of bases have a litle application in 
the beakers than the ring-base (compare Pl. IV: [4] with [25]; compare Pl. IV: [5] with [26]; compare 
Pl. IV: [6] with [27]; compare Pl. IV: [7] with [28]). Or it may be of oval shape, which may show 
some kind of elongation, which belong to the Isin – Larsa potery and continue during the Old 
Babylonian period and the kassite period which have curved neck often outward, similar to what 
is found in the beakers of Khabur ware of this form (compare Pl. IV: [8–11] with [29–34]), or this 
may appear similar to oval shape with some distension, close to spherical shape, and our examples 
go back to the late Akkadian period and the beginning of the third Dynasty of Ur, and others from 
the potery of Isin – Larsa and the old Babylonian period (compare Pl. IV: [12–15] with [35–38]).
Also, there are beakers with spherical shape, usualy curved necks and outurned rims, which 
go back to the potery of Isin – Larsa and a late stage of it, perhaps contemporary or near the date 
of Khabur ware7) (compare Pl. IV: [16] with [39]).
Other form of Khabur ware beakers are of long and straight body or concave inward, which 
can be compared with the samples from southern Mesopotamia from the Isin – Larsa period (compare 
Pl. IV: [17–18] with [40–41]). This kind of beakers is of smal application in Khabur ware compared 
with other shapes, but this form caried on another type of vessels of Khabur ware, and of what is 
known as grain measures8) which are of course much larger sizes than the sizes of beakers (compare 
Pl. IV: [19–20] with [40–41]). Finaly, we mention the beakers with wide arched-sides, dating back 
to the Potery of Isin – Larsa which have coresponding form in Khabur ware (compare Pl. IV: [21] 
with [42]).
B - Decoration
With regard to the second part of the subject of this study, namely the decorative side, it is also known 
that Khabur ware is a kind which can be classified as one of the painted potery, but we should 
bear in mind that there are early models which have a mixture of colors, that is a distinctive feature 
of Khabur ware, with incised and relief decorations which is the main characteristic of potery of 
the late third milennium B.C., or vessels may appear with incised decoration in the context of layers 
of Khabur ware along with this kind potery. At the beginning we wil review what was published 
as evidence and proof on the subject and then we wil try to strengthen this subject with additional 
evidence and proof and give more details about the subject.
This decorative intermingling in the vessels represents the same idea, but depending on the 
diferent idea of implementation, for example, at the site Chagar Bazar Malowan discovered during 
his excavations in the thirties of the last century a colection of jars in the first level9) (see Pl. V: 
1–3), it represents the Horizontal bands colored reddish-brown or black, and above or between them 
a simple horizontal ribbing, a patern of prominent lines on the surface [Malowan 1937: p. 102]. 
The image itself is found in Tel Rimah, Tel Taya and Tel Brak, because this potery diversity is 
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 6) See the information that published in: [Oates 2001: p. 458, Fig. 421 and p. 460, Fig. 422].
 7) See the information that published in: (Delougaz 1947: P1, 151: B175.720).
 8) This kind is like the Beakers but they are larger than them. Max Malowan was the first who named them as Grain measures 
because he thought that they were used to measure the grains, especialy wheat and barley which was very common in the first 
half of the second milennium (B.C.) until recently they were used as grain measures in the markets of the east and the western 
part of north Africa [Malowan 1946: p. 148]. It is probable that they were not used only for measuring grains but al foodstuf 
[Polis 2011: p. 109, Note 2].
 9) The date of these jars (see Pl. IV: 2 and Pl. V: 1–2) goes back to the date of the beginning of the first level in Tel Chagar Bazar 
1800 B.C. or 1850 B.C. because their locations are represented by the graves 2–3, discovered under the foundations of the early 
first level buildings, this wil go with the early phase of Khabur ware (1900–1813 B.C.) [Malowan 1936: p. 55; Oguchi 1998: p. 
119, Note 3].
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most common types of early Khabur ware which is easy to identify: its date goes back to the nineteenth 
century B.C., it has used deep incised with or inside the colorful decoration (see Pl. V: 4–5) [Postgate 
et. al.1997: p. 53]. Another models from Tel Brak are similar to potery of Tel Chagar Bazar which 
contained ribbing, represent similar to prominent bands on shoulder with painted-bands (black or 
reddish brown or dark brown) found in the tenth layer of the area (HH) (see Pl. V: 6–11), as the 
ribbing here are more numerous compared with the previous archaeological sites [Polis 2011: pp. 
28–29].
But the evidence which helps to bind such poteries with what preceded it is to find models 
including Isin – Larsa type dated to the twentieth century B.C. in the areas of (FS) and (SS) of Tel 
Brak [Oates and Oates 1994: p. 171; Oates et. al.1997: p. 62]. Thus, continuity is in the traditions 
of potery with no break.10)
Other evidence is linked to the level sequentialy from Tel Jigan, it is actualy part of a project 
of Mosul dam.11) In the second season of archaeological work of the Japanese Mission (1984–1985) 
several archaeological levels were discovered in the trench (G-4). What concerns us is The first 
level (1a-b), the second level (2a-b) and the third level (3a-b) al of which go back to the era of Khabur 
ware. The third level is the oldest in terms of history and contained a sherds of the early Khabur 
ware, found at the botom level (3b), a level found in it a sherds of late third milennium B.C. potery, 
and this level is the fourth level (4a) in terms of the sequence of levels of the site, it seems that a number 
of the stone foundations of buildings constructed with clay in the level (4a) have remained in use 
in the folowing level (3b). It is worth mentioning that the third level contained in a number of its 
parts , as wel as early Khabur ware specified as the the first Khabur ware phase (1900–1813 B.C.)12) 
10) This evidence is refuted the theory which confirms that there is a chronological hiatus represented by the absence of the potery evidence 
in the 20th century B.C. in Upper Mesopotamia which is known as (Habur Hiatus I). Proposed by Harvey Weiss, caused as believed 
Weiss is a change climate suddenly, result of a volcanic eruption, caused the migration of setlements in Upper Mesopotamia, causing 
the problem of the theory in the chronology of the potery in Upper Mesopotamia [Weiss, et. al.1993: p. 999], which, for example, 
is fifth level sterile of Tel Taya [Reade 1968: pp. 256–257].
11) This dam has been diferently named since its construction it was named as (Eski Mosul Dam), and then (Saddam Dam) after the 
changes in 2003 it was renamed as (Mosul Dam).
12) This is from the modern studies presented by Hiromichi Oguchi about the divide the Khabur ware to 4 phases. Through his study 
he tried to get rid of the confusion which accompanies the previous theories. Hiromich Oguchi prefered dividing the history of 
the Khabur ware into four phases (1–4). His division depends on the layer sequence in some sites besides comparing the diferent 
forms of the Khabur ware especialy concerning the decoration. The first phase begins with the appearance of the first types of 
potery in 1900 B.C., Which proved according to the evidence provided by the archaeological excavations in the number of sites 
in Upper Mesopotamia, this vessels characterized by the presence of the type of mixture with potery of previous stage, assembled 
between the decoration of potery of the late third milennium B.C., is incised and relief form with painting which appear as a horizontal 
bands or lines on the surface of the vessels especialy the large jars and vessels, or there are a overlap of the two types in same 
level. The potery vessels of this phase is considered as an important evidence of the originality of the Khabur ware and its belonging 
to Upper Mesopotamia as one of the products of the inhabitants of this region. The first stage ended with the king Šamši-Adad I 
(1813–1781 B.C.). In this period this mixture between the incised and the relief with painting came to an end, It was replaced by 
the painted decoration exclusively [Oguchi 1997: p. 196] which became a highly distinctive characteristics of the second phase. 
In this period, the Khabur ware reached an advanced stage in terms of industry, decoration and geographical spread. In fact, the 
archaeologists consider the potery of this phase as the idealistic Khabur ware it was characterized by the horizontal bands and 
simple geometric forms, but The animal shapes are relatively less, It is, for example, is vessels that we’ve got from levels (3–4) 
of the site (A) and the levels (6–7) of the site (C) from Tel Rimah and the levels (8–10) from the site (HH) from Tel Brak. The 
proof of the end of the first phase and the beginning of the second phase is determined by the cuneiform tablets dated in the reign 
of King Šamši-Adad I, According to the seals which discovered in the same level context for the potery of the second phase in 
a number of archaeological sites like Tel Chagar Bazar,Tel Rimah, Tel Yaya, Tel Leilan, Kultepe Karum Ib and others. As for 
the end of this phase it is known from the excavations in Tel Leilan situated in the upper basin of Khabur River in Syria where 
the potery of this phase continued until 1750 B.C., This is of course the beginning of the third phase based on the changes that 
have been observed in the form of birds that difer from the second phase, it has appear as a continuous frieze with circular head, 
doted eyes, prominent back and descending tail with some geometric forms [Oguchi 2006: p. 45]. This phase continued until 
1750 B.C., It is the period of the last setlement after the destruction of the city Šubat-Enlil (Tel Leilan) by the Babylonian king 
Samsu-Iluna (1749–1712 B.C.) in 1728 B.C. [Oguchi 2006: p. 45f], This is related to textual evidence from Tel Rimah [Oguchi 1997: 
p. 205]. As for the end of this phase and the beginning of the fourth phase it has been determined in 1550 B.C. due to the intermingling 
on a mixed sherds from this potery and potery of the late third milennium B.C. in the square 
north eastern of this trench [Oguchi 2003: pp. 86–87]. Such a mixture in Tel Jigan impels us to 
suppose that the potery reserves its tradition of the late third milennium B.C. potery and has 
continued in use until the date of the appearance of Khabur ware for the first time or at the beginning 
of the era in which the Khabur ware was in use. This assumption is supported by a sherds found 
in the third level, decorated with wavy or straight horizontal combing of incised or ribbed decoration, 
as wel as painted horizontal bands as the early type of Khabur ware. This refers to the impact of 
late third milennium B.C. potery in the Khabur ware and evidence of the continuity of this former 
potery traditions (see Pl. V:12) [Oguchi 2003: p. 92]. Such a mixture is found also in other locations 
like Tel Hamad Agha as-Saghir which is one of the sites excavated within The North Jazerah salvage 
project, in level XI of the trench I [Oguchi 2003: p. 93], and is considered as an important evidence 
to prove the presence of Khabur ware since the early era in the geographical region of the north-
west of Iraq.
If we move in our conversation to other archaeological sites, we can consider Tel Bila and 
Tel Taya as the most important, and that they provided evidence of potery of the fourth layer, both 
of which indicate that the incised designs in their potery which was less common and quality, 
represented by the combed bands and double rope around some of [Speiser 1933: p. 257] (see Pl. 
V: 13–14), which marks the decline of the use of this style in potery at the expense of painted 
decorations.
That the evidence provided by the archaeological excavations in Tel Chagar Bazar (level I) 
[Malowan 1937: p. 102], Tel Jigan (level II) [Oguchi 2003: p. 86–87], Tel Bila (level IV) [Speiser 
1933: p. 255; Pl. 57: 7 and 58: 9], Rimah (area AS) [Oates 1970: p. 11f and Pl. 9] and Tel Hamad 
Agha as-Saghir (level XI of the trench I) [Spanos 1990: p. 105f] refer to the incised and relief 
decorations were used as the emergence of early Khabur ware with painted horizontal bands. The 
incised and relief decorations are made on potery of the late third milennium B.C. and appeared 
in the layers of the early Khabur ware, mainly on incised and relief bands in the ribbing form or 
something like rope, which revolves around the vessel in a horizontal or wavy way, and perhaps 
the poters of Khabur ware imitated in the early period the incised and relief shapes but in painted 
bands. May be this is the reason behind the limited painted decoration which decorates the early 
Khabur ware on the painted bands without seeing any application for any geometric forms which began 
to be adopted in the second phase of it (1813–1750 B.C.). In general, the horizontal bands were caried 
out on the Khabur ware of in the same way that caried out the Horizontal incised bands, and this 
incised forms is mostly applicable in the form by a comb which consists of three pronged or more 
[Oates 2001: p. 165] (compare Pl. VI: [1–2] with [12–14]).
These are the most prominent decorations of Khabur ware which can trace many of them in 
the incised and relief bands forms caried out on the Akkadian potery until the end of the third 
milennium B.C., is paterns of geometric decoration, the first of which is the triangles of diferent 
forms, appear in both models as a row revolves around the vessel, may containing smaler triangles 
which has shown a number of these triangles undulating slightly, which gives the triangles a form 
resembling the shape of the leaves of plants or may contain the slashes lines (compare Pl. VI: [3–4] 
with [15–16]), or triangles opposite the head (compare Pl. VI: [5] with [17]).
In other models, these triangles have smal circles on the potery of late third milennium B.C. 
in an incised form or the use of paints, especialy black color. The models in question came from 
several archaeological sites of Upper Mesopotamia, such as Tel Brak, Tel Taya and Tel Kuyunjik. 
These circles or dots painted on potery of late third milennium B.C. are presented in circular patches 
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layer of the Khabur ware with Nuzi ware in several sites, besides the similarities and the diferences between the two types. Finaly, 
this phase ended with the disappearance of Khabur ware ca 1400 B.C. or later on [Oguchi 2000: p. 122].
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of iregular shape on the neck of the vessels. They often appear as stated in black color, while the 
circular shapes in Khabur ware are more regular in shape. In many cases, we find in both models along 
with triangles (compare Pl. VI: [6] with [18]), or may overide or mediated the horizontal and wavy 
incised bands in the late third milennium B.C. potery and painted horizontal bands in Khabur ware 
(compare Pl. VI: [7] with [19]), and aranged al of these decorative elements in a row or more revolves 
around the vessels horizontaly.
From the other decorative shapes that we see embelishing both types of potery are the diagonal 
and interlocking lines with each other (compare Pl. VI: [8] with [20]), and the zigzag lines (compare 
Pl. VI: [9] with [21]). Unlike the Akkadian and the third Dynasty of Ur potery with incised 
decoration, a number of these decorative forms in Isin–Larsa type implemented by used the paints 
(compare Pl. VI: [8–10] and [22–24]).
As we know that the painting of birds in spite of its scarcity in comparison with the geometric 
shapes in Khabur ware but they common in animal scenes, which can be compared with examples 
found in the context of the layers of the late era of the third milennium B.C. in several sites such 
as Tel Brak, Tel Taya and other. These paintings were drawn impartialy and simply, and perhaps 
by using a incised method in their incarnation which imposed simplicity on the poter, it is exactly 
the opposite of what we have seen in using the method of drawing in paints (compare Pl. I: 7–9 
with Pl. VI: 25). What we can see is that the forms of snakes and scorpions are most commonly 
used with respect to the animal scene of Akkadian until the end of the third milennium B.C. potery, 
and implemented in manner of a relief decoration, they constitute these forms on the unit, and then 
afixed to the vessels body before fired in the kiln [Reade 1968: Pl. 86: 24].
Before the end of our conversation in this subject, there is a decorative element appeared on 
one of the Khabur ware jars in the first level of Tel Chagar Bazar, represented by a row of triangles 
decorated inside what looks like cross-hatch. In the middle of these triangles there is a shape for 
a shrub or plant, this scene also found in decoration of early Dynastic period in the south Mesopotamia, 
specificaly in early dynastic II potery.
Conclusion
In this research, we dealt with the opinion which says that the local origin of Khabur ware from 
Upper Mesopotamia. Many opinions have emerged dealing with this subject in detail including the 
opinion which is the core of our search. In fact, the present study emphasizes the geographical area 
of the Upper Mesopotamia. We have used this term to be a substitute for the previous term (Northern 
Mesopotamia) because we believe that the previous expression does not include the geographical 
area in question while the term (Upper Mesopotamia) is a broader and more comprehensive. It has 
been possible to prove this opinion by comparing the Khabur ware with models preceded it in the 
Upper Mesopotamia, a Ninevite v potery and potery of the late third milennium B.C. which 
contained the Akkadian and third Dynasty of Ur potery and finaly the Isin-larsa potery. This is 
reflected in the large similarity in the form of vessels of these models and Khabur ware, as wel as 
identical the idea of decoration caried out at the aforementioned potery types and Khabur ware. 
In some kinds like the Ninevite v incised potery and potery of the late third milennium B.C. caried 
out the decoration using the incised and ribbing method, while applied in the Khabur ware using paints 
and so in the same way it caried out the painted decoration Ninevite v painted potery treated as 
a painted potery style stained the later in the third milennium B.C., which the archaeological 
excavations proved at several archaeological sites in upper Mesopotamia. Throughout what has been 
pointed out it is possible to prove that Khabur ware is made in Upper Mesopotamia.
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